
The Validity of "Soviet Military Power"

AD-A227 470

A thesis presented to the Faculty of the U.S. Army
Conmand and General Staff College in partial

fulfillment of the requirements for the
degree

MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE

by

JOHN A. ROBERTS, LCDR, USNR
B.S. in Ed., Eastern Illinois University, 1973

DTIC
ELECTE

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas 1 21
1990

Approved for public release; Distribution is unlimited.

,00,4622



REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE AlU o Oie

so *A et.qO .ge l~ It' "0." ***
0.."III AIAg vi I~D14.110 @.eoA,~~Ao~SA 0 G.*""

"'TA: 0n id1ty of VI1o X=i 040to t"Z' J'no

6. AUtH0R(S)

J.DR J~ohnt A. llohertm

1, PERFORMING ORO3AN12ATION NAMI(S) AND ADORtSi(IS) U, 011RFOAMINZ OAGANIIATION
ll3' r' Co1"tr( 'md nd Cornort:1 ot?t: r,) 11oc AREPORT NUMBER

Att nj A rZJL-5~1-;
2 )rt Toivcn,rth, 1", 66027-60

9. SPONSORING / MONITORING AGENCY NAmt(S) AND ADDAE 55(15) 10. $PON$SORING / MONITIkING
AGENCY REPORT NUMBER

11. SUPPLIMINTARY NOTES

12s. DISTIBUTION/ AVAILABILITY STATEMENT 12b. DISTRIBUTION CODEI

j rwV(rl for public( ri :i' ar in n r ut~ in o

1), ABSTRACT (MAox/mum)0OOwords)
' 4 'Phiu rtudy I Tvi'lr --t br'iof rovi,-J if t. rule of' tho Dapartraont of !kbfenan

13 J("/ t101on, .'5 MAI, I'ltIr Poo ' rid at~ l31oil 'inuynii of' Vorn (lorvai's.u
bo'' ovio t, TA-1 J1 tir rx I ow/or *['ho I dnttzporn' ii _1'ropopan(aDuo. lOIInt1 Annotritod

1J Cr7ron tao
A aimn; u11-1(vo alv.1yir If i naida '4f Corvwrnil 1 i t: tunontn wi th hiki own rlbuted

rl'runoon rind oth',r rroliriblo nouroori todrndInu Lr~it1o tho va) idi ty of tho
n U~i'~ in iri ot '311~tary Power: 'Crvani rnakon throo fundamen tal arrorn

in tin aw)yniii. 'irrft h !noro I arooivor, that I oviat $1131tory o r
In trvtomptin, '.u~ jrrVO an ovora.iJ.2 3iviot nulorlority *or 11.3. milittory
V LT-Weftb. '30 Qnd 3y # %!4 Mltnl nunib orri and f an tn i n I soi *t m IJ I jturZ Ilowqr,
d .,litaA by aoi'vaci oan 1araoly bo corroboralted iby the Very nourom Gorvel
(jr,11rnos. Thirdly, hic aoouctitionfs or doorion In'"Xoviat Military PowerI

ro) of ten 111oi:- rLiva Ad.itlonally, ho mnATen numorous oonmonta& ithr
w'1i ,orieaJizo about rulatod riu)Jootn but (to iint directly oontri diot informiation
I nl~oviut V. Ii tary ,o..-

14, SUM~C TERMI 15. NUMBER Of PAG11
-oit ~~tr 1'o'r, Soviot/U.11, rilitnry roroo comparisoas 12
!)oiirtmont of 1oPon7o publio informations doowiiouteg

IP. SECURITY CLASSIPICTION 11,. SECY11ITY CLASSIFICATION It. SICUITY OASSIOICAIO H. LIMITAIONW ABIT9ACT
OF REPORT I Of THIS PAGE Of ABSTRACT

unt Unolaonsifiod Unlanified IUnclassified 13L

9 1054



CA NtRAL. lTRQU11; l9111.qRyOftlpz

Ilia Report Documentr~ation Page (RDP) is used in announcing and cataloging reports. it is important
that this information be consistent with the rest of the report, particularly the (over and title page
instructions for filling in each block of the form follow It is important to stay within the lines to meet
opticalicannlng requirements.

Block 1. ginSyQV!y(h3t4! Block 12a, Qilijln6q§iIv5#qtA
Bloc 2.- !.P.QJ-PQtjFullpubicaton ateDenotes public availability of limitations, Cite any

icldin day o nth, a ull pueai on dva e ( g.I availability to the public. Enter additional
)ncua n g ay, M nt h a ndath year, i vial eg limitations or special markings in all capitals (o g.

Jan 8).Mus cie atleat te yar.NOFORN, REL, ITAR),

Block 3. Tye0 r n p,$a~4 DOD See DoDD 5230,24, *Distributions
State whether report is interim, final, etc. if Statements on Technical
applicable, enter inclusive report dates (e g. 10 Documents.'
Jun 87.-30 Jun 88). DOE See authorities.
Block 4. Ttgn il.A title is taken from NASA - See Handbook NI4B 2200.2.
the part of the report that provides the most NTIS - Leave blank,
meaningful and complete information. When~ a
report is prepared in more than one volume, Block 1 2b. Distriliutg~4
repeat the primary title, add volume number, and
include subtitle for the specific volume. On DD Laebak
classified documents enter the title classification DOE Ee blanktiutoncteore

in paenthsesfrom the Standard Distribution for
Block S. Fyndling NuMbU. To include contract Unclassified Scientific and Technical
and grant numbers; may include program Reports.
element number(s), project number(s), task NASA.- Leave blank,
number(s), and work unit number(s). Use the NTIS -Leave blank,
following labels:

C -Contract PIR Project Block 13. Abtat Include a brief (Maximum
6 -Grant TA Task 200 words) factual summary of the most
PE -Program WU Work Unit significan information contained in the report.

Element Accession No.

Block 6. 6&LW Name(s) of person(s) Block 14. 5ubiect Terml. Keywordi or phrases
responsible for writing the ruport, performing identifying major subjects in the report.
the research, or credited with the content of the
report. If editor or compiler, this shc'uld follow
the name(s), Block 15. Number of Panes. Enter the total

number of pages.
Block 7. Performing Organization Namir(s) nd~

Ai!l, Self-explanatory. Block 16. Price Code. Enter appropriate price
Block 8. Perfofrmlng-Organization ftom code (NTlS only).
aVDyMrj. Enter the unique alphanumeric report
number(s) assigned by the organization
performing the report, Block% 1 7. -19. Ilji.ty.' Classificitions. Self.

explanatory. Enter U.S. Security Classification inl
Block 9. , Sorsoring/MoirngAec Name(s) accordance with U.S. Socur'! Regulations (i.e..
and Addrtssfesl. Self-explanatory. UNCLASSIFIED). if form contains classified

Block10. onsoifigMoilnf,.rmatlon, stamp classification on the top and
Block10, jpoI1nito ingAgjn. bottom of the page.

.92,Nunbf (if known)

Block 1111 Sygtetr ii.I1ti. Enter Block 20. LIMItation 2f Abtract. This block must
information not Included elsewhere such as: be completed to assign a limitation to the
Prepared In cooperatlon with.,..; Trans, of...; To be abstract. Enter elthier UIL (unlimited) or SAR (same
published in.... When a report is revised, Include as report). An entry In this block Is necessary If
a statement whether the now report 1upersedles the abstract Is to be limited. I1 blank, the abstract
or supplements the older rooport. is assumed to be unlimiteld.

Stendardl rotfin Mw lad (*e" .'



The Validity of "Soviet Military Power"

A thesis presented to the Faculty of the U.S. Army
Command and General Staff College in partial

fulfillment of the requirements for the
degree

MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE

by

JOHN A. ROBERTS, LCDR, USNR
B.S. in Ed., Eastern Illinois University, 1973

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas
1990

Approved for public release; Distribution is unlimited.

9004622

L - -



MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE
THESIS APPROVAL PAGE

Name of candidate: LCDR John A. Roberts
Title of thesis: The Validity of "Soviet Military Power"

Approved by:

i~~LA ) tC6 I Thesis Cotmt-
Majot Robert E. Lee, M.A. Chairman

_____________,___ Second Reader
Jacob'W. Kipp, Ph.D.

" , Third Reader
Colonel David M. Glantz,lM.A.

Accepted this 1st day of June 1990 by:

- , Director, Graduate
Philip J. Brookes, Ph.D. Degree Programs

The opinions and conclusions expressed herein are
those of the student author and do not necessarily
represent the views of the U.S. Army Command and
General Staff College or any other governmental
agency. (References to this study should
include the foregoing statement.)

ii



ABSTRACT

The Validity of Soviet Military Power: An analysis of
the role of the public information aspect of the
Department of Defense as it specifically pertains
to the publication of Soviet Military Power and a
critique of that publication by author
Tom Gervasi.

This study provides a brief review of the role of
the Department of Defense publication Soviet Military Power
and a detailed analysis of Tom Gervasi's book, Soviet
Military Power *The Pentagon's Propacanda Document,
Annotated and Corrected. Gervasi reprinted the entire text
of Soviet Military Power with the inclusion of more than 700
annotations in the margins. In his book, Gervasi charged
that the Defense Department lied and distorted the truth
about the true nature and extent of Soviet military
strength.

A comparative analysis is made of Gervasi's
statements with his own stated references and other reliable
sources to demonstrate the validity of the information in
Soviet Military Power. Gervasi makes three basic errors in
his analysis. First he incorrectly perceives that Soviet
Military Power is attempting to prove an overall Soviet
superiority over U.S. military strength. Secondly, the many
numbers and facts in Soviet Military Po er disputed by
Gervasi can largely be corroborated by tue very sources
Gervasi endorses. Thirdly, his accusations of deception in
Soviet Military Power are often illogical or trivial.
Additionally, he makes numerous comments that editorialize
about related subjects but do not directly contradict
information in Soviet Military Power.

This study concludes with the recommendation that
the Department of Defense continue tc publish information
for the general public regarding the threat to our security
from Soviet or other sources. This study also encourages
that books such as Gervasi's be adequateiy refuted.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Research Question

What is the role of the Department of Defense (DOD)

in providing information to the general public as it

specifically relates to the DOD publication, Soviet Military

Power, and Tom Gervasi's book, Soviet Military Power *The

Pentagon's Propaganda Document, Annotated and Corrected? Is

Gervasi's book a valid criticism of Soviet Military Power?

Are his sources reliable? Does he correctly identify errors

and distortions in the report? Is he correct that the

report is "misleading and wrong"? Did he make an "honest

and complete comparison" of Soviet and Western military

capabilities?

Background.

Since 1981, the Department of Defense has published

an annual report entitled, Soviet Military Power. This

publication is an unclassified report produced for public

distribution. It's stated purpose is "to report on the

USSR's military developments. It is designed to assist

informed citizens in free nations everywhere to make the

choices required to provide for the defense and security

necessary to safeguard freedom."'I It provides a

comprehensive statement of the current military capabilities
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of the Soviet Union. It thus furnishes the general public

with information about the nature and extent of Soviet

military capabilities. Information such as this can assist

American citizens to make intelligent decisions regarding

their support of U.S. defense policy.

The publication of Soviet Military Power has

produced some controversy. After its initial publication in

1981, the "New York Times" criticized it for containing 'no

new information, no conclusion," and "no systematic

comparison with American forces".2 In October 1987, author

Tom Gervasi published a book containing the entire text of

the 1987 edition with numerous annotations and comments.

Gervasi titled his book, Soviet Military Power *The

Pentagon's Propacanda Document. Annotated nd Corrected. He

had previously published a trilogy entitled, The Arsenal of

Democracy, and another book, The Myth of Soviet Military

Supremacy, expressing a similar theme that Soviet military

strength was overstated.

Mr. Gervasi is a former counterintelligence officer

assigned to the Army Security Agency. He currently is the

director of the Center for Military Research and Analysis in

New York City. He is a journalist who has written for

Harper's, The Columbia Journalism Review, Science Digest,

and others. Booklist referred to him as "a distinguished

defense journalist". 3 In contrast, Parameters stated the

following:

2



"Mr. Gervasi is not well-known outside of
the hard-core left nor is he much of a sh-1lar, at
least insofar as being a scholar implies peiforming
careful and unbiased research".

Gervasi's publisher has billed him as "America's

leading expert on defense and the military" who "page by

page, rebuts, refutas, and rejects the often outrageous

claims and outright lips" contained in Soviet Military

Power.

Gervasi claims the DOD report contains numerous

"lies" and "e-aggerations" which he corrects in his

annotations. He further attempts to "identify the hidden

assumptions used to create incomplete and misleading

comparisons of military power". In Gervasi's words,

"The actual facts are not in dispute; the
administration cannot really deny Lhem. It can
onll avoid mentioning them, misrepresent them, o
as it does frequently in this book, simply lie."

Gervasi's charges are very serious. He makes the

following indictment in his introduction:

"At no time in our history, though, have
the lies been so numerous and the warnings so
urgent as during the past seven ryears of the
Reagan administration's tenure."

Gervasi goes on to charge that the publication of

Soviet Military Power is a key tool used to deceive the

public as part of "an intensive propaganda battle". Again

in Gervasi's words:

"News conferences, press briefings, and
addresses by major administration officials were
only a few of the platforms used to disseminate the
lies. But the most effective tool was a new device

.3



of the Reagan administration's own invention, the
publication of Soviet Military Power, which refined
the techniques of selective emphasis and omission
to focus almost exclusively on the Soviet military
threat to the West without giving any but the most
insignificant details of the much larger military threat
the West continues to pose to the Soviet Union." 7

Gervasi initially makes his charges specific to the

Reagan administration. He notes the publication of Soviet

Military Power began after President Reagan assumed office,

and accuses the DOD under his adminisiration of deliberately

falsifying and distorting informatiion to prowote a

particular political agenda. Later in his book, however, he

refets to the "unbroken record of 40 years of official

misrepresentations of the ba'ance of power, from the bomber

gap to the missile gap".
$

Gervasi's charges are often very specific. Gervasi

makes the following observations about the suimAary of Soviet

Military Power:

"In this summary of what appear to be the
major 'findings' in this year's edition ot
Soviet Military Power, familiar patterns emerge.
Soviet levels of arms production and military
spending are e'aggerated. Existing weapons are
given improved capabilities that more nearly match
our own. Modifications of existing systems are
described as 'follow-on' systems to make them seem
like new ones, or are simply given new names.
Systems not yet deployed are said to be. The
imminent deployment of many new systems is
promised, when it may not occur for some years,
if at all. These misrepresentations are designed
not only tu 'enhance' the Soviet threat but also
to suggest a Soviet initiative where we have
already taken one or plan to take one."t
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Purpose of Thesis

This paper examines the purpose for the publication

of Soviet Military Power as a public information document.

An analysis is made of Gervasi's criticisms of Soviet

Military Power to determine which, if any, of his claims are

valid. His statements are categorized and compared with

other sources, especially with those he referred to in his

preface. This study makes recommendations regarding the

publication of public information documents such as Soviet

Military Power.

This study does not propose or favor censorship of

publications critical of official government documents. The

role of responsible criticism and dissent is vital to the

health of a democracy. It is appropriate that every aspect

of our national defense posture be subjected to the widest

scrutiny and inquiry.

Assumptions.

(1) There are reliable sources that can be used

to verify or disprove Gervasi's assertions.

(2) Gervasi's claims are not considered invalid

because his book is undocumented. His assertions are

evaluated on the basis of other corroborative sources and,

in some cases, the logic of his own reasoning.

(3) Publications such as Gervasi's can have an

impact on the national defense policies of the U.S.

5



(4) Citizens must have an accurate assessment

of Soviet military capabilities to make informed opinions

regarding our national defense.

Limitations.

(1) Gervasi does not document any of his information

with footnotes or end notes. He makes reference to several

publications in his introduction but lists no bibliography.

This failure to document information makes it difficult to

determine his source of information in many cases.

(2) Soviet Military Power is also undocumented. The

DOD has substantial intelligence assets and publishes its

document as an authoritative source of information.

Although Soviet Military Power is unclassified, some of the

sources from which it obtained data may be classified.

Delimitations.

(1) The length of this proposed study does not

permit an examination of every comment made by Gervasi.

(2) This study uses only unclassified information.

(3) This study does not critique Mr. Gervasi's

credentials as a defense analyst, but rather will examine

the specific charges he makes.

(4) This study does not make a comprehensive

comparison of U.S. and Soviet military strength. It

discusses issues raised by Mr. Gervasi.



Significance of the Study.

There is a substantial debate in the United States

over the correct type and amount of military strength needed

to defend against the perceived Soviet threat. The Gervasi

book represents a point of view that, if correct, would

require a major change in both the level and the type of

components of the U.S. armed forces.

This study is focused on a particular government

publication and a book that is critical of that publication.

There is however a larger issue at stake than the accuracy

of a single government publication. This study takes on

greater significance when it is viewed against the larger

question of the extent of DOD influence on public opinion.

In a representative democracy such as ours, public

opinion strongly affects defense policies. Decisions are

not made solely by government officials who study the

national security situation and implement appropriate

programs. Policies are ultimately made by elected officials

who are aware of popular attitudes. Political

considerations can override all other factors when defense

policies are determined.

The information available to scholars, opinion

leaders, the press and others will have a genuine impact on

programs and policies that are eventually adopted.

Publications such as Soviet Military Power can therefore

become very important as they provide information to the

7



public in a usable and understandable format. However, if

Gervasi is largely correct in his assessment, it would

seriously question the ability of the DOD to publish

unbiased evaluations of security threats that would be

meaningful and helpful to the public.

The importance of this study remains unaffected by

the changes in international politics that have occurred

during the past year. This paper does not argue for or

against any particular weapons system or program. This

study supports the need for accurate sources of information

which can assist the public in making intelligent decisions.

Because the Gervasi book represents a view shared by

many in the free world, and because he makes such specific

charges against an official DOD publication, this study is

needed to properly evaluate his claims.
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END NOTES

CHAPTER ONE

IDepartment of Defense Soviet Military Power 1987.
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1982. p. 5.

2Gervasi, Tom Soviet Military Power *The Pentagon's
Propaganda Document. Annotated and Corrected. New York, NY:
Vintage Books, 1987, p. V.

3"A Review of Soviet Military Power *The Pentagon's
Propaganda Document. Annotated and Corrected" Booklist,
May 1, 1988, p. 1463.

4Altfeld, Michael F. "A Review of Soviet Military Power*The Pentagon's Propaganda Document, Annotated and Corrected"
Parameters, June 1989, p. 94.

5Gervasi p. VI.

iGervasi p. V.

7Gervasi p. V.

IGervasi p. 126

9Gervasi p. 5.
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CHAPTER TWO

Review of Literature

There is a substantial amount of information

available regarding Soviet military capabilities. Sources

of information include the U.S. government, foreign

government3, independent research institutes, and studies by

individual authors.

a. U.S. Department of Defense: Information from

DOD sources ought to verify the information in Soviet

Military Power since they are produced by the same agency

although not necessarily by the same individuals within that

agency. Gervasi states however that he uses several DOD

sources that contradict the statements in Soviet Military

Power. DOD sources specifically mentioned by Gervasi as his

references include the Military Posture statements of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff, and sworn testimony from chiefs of

the military services and Defense Department officials

before the Armed Services and Appropriations Committees of

CongresT.1 Other DOD sources of information include the

Force Structure Sumary produced by the Defense Intelligence

Agency, and ntunerous Department periodicals. Several

military professional journals are published by the

different branches of the U.S. armed forces. The December

10
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1989 issue of Military Review provides a recent analysis of

changes in the Soviet military.

b. U.S. Government Agencies Outside the DOD: Gervasi

lists one of his key sources as the annual reports to

Congress from the Central Intelligence Agency. Other

sources include studies by the Library of Congress and

various reports from the Arms Control and Disarmament

Agency.

c. Sources From Other Governments: Gervasi lists

sources from the "governments of other NATO nations

(especially Canada and West Germany)" but does not specify

what documents he used from those governments.
2 Both Japan

and the United Kingdom publish their own annual assessments

of Soviet military capabilities.

d. Non-Government Institutions: Each of the

following was referred to by Gervasi as sources he used.

(1) The International Institute for Strategic

Studies in London England. This institute draws its

membership from over 80 nations and is not the advocate of

any particular interest. It considers itself an

international center for research and information to study

the growing complexity of security issues in a nuclear age.

It publishes a bi-monthly journal, numerous monographs, and

two annual reports: 1. Strategic Survey provides information

and analysis of significant international security events

11



and trends. 2. The Military Balance provides an assessment

of the military strength of over 140 nations.

(2) The Center for Defense Information in

Washington, D.C. provides a variety of publications relating

to defense issues.

(3) The Union of Concerned Scientists. This

organization includes some scientists that have worked on

defense projects, but it has frequently been critical of

U.S. national defense policy.

(4) The Federation of American Scientists publishes

a wide variety of materials some of which relates to

military and defense issues.

(5) The Stockholm International Peace Research

Institute (SIPRI) in Stockholm, Sweden. This institute is

financed by the Swedish government and describes itself as

"an independent institute for research into problems of

peace and conflict, with particular attention to problems of

disarmament and arms regulation.
"3

(6) Various military references published by Jane's

Publishing Company of London. These volumes are highly

regarded, authoritative references on ships, aircraft,

military equipment and weapons.

(e) Individual Authors: Two books referred to by

Gervasi are Weapons and Tactics of the Soviet Army by David

Isby, and Soviet Military Aircraft by Bill Sweetman. David

Isby is an attorney who has written a number of books on the

12



Soviet army. Some of his works have been published by

Jane's Publishing Company. Bill Sweetman has written

several books on military aircraft.

(f) There are many other potential references that

were not mentioned by Gervasi.

(1) Pergamon-Brassey is an international firm that

publishes numerous books by defense analysts.

(2) NATO provides various reports on Warsaw Pact and

NATO capabilities.

(3) The U.S. Naval Institute at Annapolis, MD

publishes a monthly periodical, Proceedings, and numerous

books dealing with ships and seapower.

(4) The United States Girategic Institute in

Washington, D.C. prints periodicals and other publications

that focus on the strategic capabilities of the Soviet Union

and the U.S.

(5) Various military associations publish materials

that deal specifically with their particular branch of

warfare.

(6) The Center for Strategic and International

Studies in Washington, D.C. has strong ties to American

defense industries and draws its participants from industry,

government, universities and the press. Its publications

focus on strategic issues for the United States and the

Soviet Union.

13



(7) The National Stzategy Information Center, Inc.

in New York City publishes studies from a wide range of

political perspectives but is avowedly opposed to pacifism

and isolationism.

(8) The World Defense Almanac, published by

Military Technology magazine in West Germany, provides an

overview of data about the military capabilities of every

nation.

(9) The Brookings Institution, in Washington, D.C.

publishes a series entitled, "Studies In Defense Policy".

It is a prestigious institution devoted to non-partisan

research and education.

(10) The Soviet Armed Forces Review Annual (SAFRA)

is published annually by the Centre for Foreign Policy

Studies of Dalhousie University and Academic International

Press. This publication provides statistical information, a

review of recent Soviet military developments, and articles

that provide insight into various aspects of the Soviet

military. It also contains a large bibliography of

publications relating to the Soviet military.

(11) A number of authors have written about various

aspects of Soviet military capabilities and the threat they

constitute to the security of the free world. Inside the

Soviet Army, written by a Soviet defector under the pen name

of Victor Suvorov, provides an insider's view of the

structure of the Soviet Army. He reveals their emphasis on

14



the swift exploitation of success and simplicity in the

design of equipment. Soviet Strategy by Gerald Segal and

John Baylis provides insight into the diversity of Soviet

military planning, and the dichotomy of opinion that exists

within their decision making process. The Soviet View of

U.S. Strategic Doctrine by Jonathan S. Lockwood identifies

Soviet perceptions and assessments of the U.S. military.

Soviet Global Strategy by William Kintner gives a detailed

account of the implementation of Soviet strategy throughout

the world. The Soviet Estimate by John Prados provides

insight into the evaluation process of the Soviet military

in the absence of direct information from the Soviets. The

Soviet First Strike Threat by Jack H. Nunn, and numerous

other related works examine different aspects of Soviet

military capabilities and strategies.

Beginning in 1982, The Soviet Union began

publishing a series in response to Soviet Military Power

entitled, Whence The Threat To Peace. This document argued

that military developments and expansion in the U.S.,

coupled with an aggressive U.S. foreign policy constitute

the major threat to peace. It portrayed the Soviet military

as a defensive force constantly responding to U.S. military

initiatives. It offered no new information about Soviet

weapons systems. Until the last two years, there was an

almost complete lack of literature from authnritative Soviet

sources concerning their own military forces.

15



Book Reviews

Several periodicals have reviewed Mr. Gervasi's

books. An examination of these reviews reveals widely

divergent views regarding Mr. Gervasi's research methodology

and overall credibility.

The first book in his Arsenal of Democracy series

enumerated U.S. military strength and arms exports.

Arsenal of Democracy II, published in 1981, strongly opposed

the defense budget increases proposed by President Reagan.

Gervasi stated that the "shift in national priorities will

benefit private industry more than it benefits the national

security," and that "our security can be maintained at a

fraction of the costs now planned."4

The London Sunday Times noted that "one of the most

important results of Gervasi's research is that it indicates

that the conventional monitors of the world's arsenals only

give us part of the picture." Harvard economist John

Kenneth Galbraith referred to Gervasi's book as "informed,

useful and excellent." Mr. Gervasi's Arsenal of Democracy

III and The Myth of Soviet Military Supremacy both stressed

that U. S. defense spending was excessive and that Soviet

military capabilities were exaggerated.

Reviewers held divergent views regarding Gervasi's

latest book, Soviet Military Power *The Pentagon's

ProvaQanda Document, Annotated and Corrected. Michael

Harrington, a former chairman of the Socialist Party,

16



endorsed Gervasi's criticism of Soviet Military Power by

stating, "What better witness against the Pentagon than the

Pentagon. This book is a deadly serious double whamnmy."

Andrew Cockburn, author of The Threat, said "We are

lucky to have Tom Gervasi to tell us the truth."5 In his

book, The Threat, Mr. Cockburn argued that due to poor

training, equipment, and morale, the Soviet military was

incapable of seriously threatening the West.

Booklist calls Gervasi's book "a useful contribution

to current affairs and military collections". But it states

that his study is flawed because he "makes the most

favorable assumptions about American weapons and the least

favorable about Soviet ones."i

The Times Literary Supplement contended that Soviet

Military Power is "simplistic, disingenuous, and seriously

misleading" but that Gervasi weakened his point by his

"hyperbole, crudity and frivolity." It complained that the

figures

"from the International Institute of Strategic
Studies, which fall mid-way between the Pentagon and Gervasiextremes are seemingly discounted because Gervasi dism.sses

the Institute as 'a strong administration supporter'."

national Review referred to Gervasi as "one of

Moscow's favorite defense commentators." It listed several

examples of errors by Gervasi and notes that Soviet Defense

Minister Yazov has recently confirmed some of the facts

listed in Soviet Military Power that were disputed by Mr.

Gervasi.8
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Parameters was critical of both of Mr. Gervasi's

recent books:

"The bias inherent in this publication is
just as extreme as it was in The Myth of Soviet
Military Supremacy, and the tone is, if anything,
even more shrill and vindictive than in that
earlier work. . . in sum, [this] is a hatchet-job
and uot a very good one.

"9

Other reviews of The Myth of Soviet Military

Supremacy also produced widely divergent viewpoints. The

Library Journal endorsed the volume:

"Gervasi provides evidence that President
Reagan's claims have no basis in fact. Instead,
he asserts that U.S. superiority has never been
challenged. This book is for all those who wish
to discuss seriously the growth of military
hardware and the enormous cost the U. S. tfxpayer
bears to sustain it. Highly recommended."

The Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, in a review by

David R. Jones of the Russian Research Center of Nova

Scotia, is also generally positive about The Myth of Soviet

Military Supremacy:

"Gervasi uses his professional abilities to
analyze the accuracy of Soviet missiles, the
strategic nuclear balance, the comparative
strength of ground forces in Europe, the 'tank
balance,' and similar subjects. His arguments on
these issues, backed by the massive section of
appendices, are sound, convincing, and an
excellent antidote to the distortions so often
permeating official and unofficial publications. .
[This] book should make an important contribution
to the debates on the future security of the
United States gnd the future of Western
civilization."i

On the negative side the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists noted

that the "suggestion of a conspiracy theory, which sometimes
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pervades Gervasi's analysis of the selling of the arms race,

is unpalatable".
12

Choice was especially critical of Gervasi's

philosophical bias:

"Gervasi's book will help little in
addressing the substantive issues of the
U.S.-Soviet military balance. In tone and
structure it is fundamentally ideological,
appealing to those noBspecialists who share the
author's persuasion."

A review by Dr. Jacob Kipp of the Soviet Army

Studies Office, in Air University Review, noted that Gervasi

could find no place for "honest conflict" of "Western

assessments in lieu of Soviet data." Dr. Kipp further

observed:

"While Soviet military supremacy is a
myth, Soviet military power is not. To understand
its significance within the context of the ongoing
political and ideological competition between the
United States and the Soviet Union requires a
certain hardheaded realism regarding the severe
limitations affecting the utility of military
power in the nuclear era. Gervasi's book does
not provide the context for such an assessment." 14
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Gervasi makes 733 specific annotations of Soviet

Military Power, excluding those annotations that merely

refer the reader to a comment on another page. Many of the

comments are repeated. The first step in analyzing

Gervasi's charges is to divide his comments into five

categories:

1. Numerical differences: There are 137 different

numbers in Soviet Military Power that Gervasi states are

incorrect. Gervasi has annotated each of these with his

"corrected" number.

2. Factual differences that are not numerical:

There are 59 different narrative statements in Soviet

Military Power that Gervasi annotates as being in error.

3. Omissions of information: There are 69 times when

Gervasi states that important information was omitted that,

if included, would have shown Soviet military capabilities

to be less than indicated by Soviet Military Power.

4. Lack of Comparison with U.S./NATO forces: There

are 164 times when Gervasi annotates with information on

comparable U.S. or NATO military strength.

5. Other comments that do not fit any of the four

other categories: There are 268 of these narrative comments.
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None of these directly contradict any information in Soviet

Military Power. Some of these statements claim that

information was misleading, while others make editorial

comments about related subjects.

The second step in analyzing Gervasi's conuents will

be to compare disputed facts with various ocher sources. A

comparison will be made among Gervasi's statements, Soviet

Military Power's statements, and other sources. This study

has in part adopted Gervasi's own method of comparing

statem.eits in Soviet Military Power with those of other

military analysts. He has given us an excellent list of

references: CIA reports, "Military Posture" reports by the

Joint Chiefs of Staff, testimony by Defense Department

officials, the International Institute for Strategic

Studies, various works produced by Jane's Publishing

Company, and authors David Isby and Bill Sweetman.

Numerous tables have been provided in the appendices

to provide comparative information. Emphasis has been made

to those references specifically named by Gervasi as forming

the basis for his study. Sources cited by Gervasi ought to

validate his claims. He repeatedly claims that Soviet

military strength was exaqgerated while U.S. military

strength was understated. These comparisons have been

analyzed and patterns are noted. By focusing on those

sources Gervasi used, it can be determined if he has a valid

claim for charging that Soviet Military Power is misleading
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and deceptive. By making comparisons with other reliable

sources we can observe if Soviet Military Power is providing

information significantly different from other defense

analysts.

The third step is to review the annotations in the

three categories (omissions, lack of comparisons, other

comments) that do not generally contradict information in

Soviet Military Power. Selections from each type have been

reviewed to determine if his comments are consistent and

relevant to his overall thesis.

The fourth step in analyzing Gervasi's data has been

to draw conclusions based on the information drawn from the

previous steps. Four factors have been utilized to help

draw conclusions. First of all, Gervasi challenged some of

the predictions made by Soviet Military Power regarding

emerging weapons systems. These predictions have been

reviewed in the light of additional information received

during the past two years.

A second factor is the danger of circular reasoning.

Many institutes and authors that deal with these subjects

draw information from each other and from the Defense

Department. There exists the possibility that this research

of various groups will render information that all came from

the same source. In this case, however, the fallacy of

circular reasoning can be avoided. Gervasi has effectively

endorsed a number of reliable sources in his book. By
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comparing his comments with the sources he utilized, we can

determine if Soviet Military Power is at variance with the

reliable sources he references. Additionally, the various

analyst mentioned are probably too experienced on military

matters to be deceived on a large scale. Jane's volumes

question DOD statements occasionally, as do others, although

none has charged that Soviet Military Power is a massive

attempt at deceptive propaganda.

A third factor used in drawing conclusions is the

fact that some of the discrepancies may be attributed to the

use of different criteria when assessing a particular weapon

system. While Soviet Military Power gives many details, it

does not cover individual weapons systems in depth. For

example, it lists the speed of a Soviet T-64 tank as 80

kilometers per hour. Gervasi states its speed is only 60

kilometers per hour (kph).I  Neither source states the

conditions necessary for a T-64 tank to attain a articular

speed. Interestingly, author David Isby states in Weapons

and Tactics of the Soviet Army that the speed of a Soviet

T-64 tank in 70 kph.2 None of these sources states whether

they are referring to maximum speed, normal cruising speed,

travel on paved roads, unimproved roads, in mud, on hilly

terrain or other variables that could affect the speed of a

tank.

In a similar example, Soviet Military Power states

the weight 1 a T-54/55 tank as 36 metric tons (KT).
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Gervasi claims the correct weight is 30 MT.3 Neither

specifies whether the figure refers to empty weight or

weight when fully loaded with men, fuel and munitions.

Likewise, aircraft ranges depend upon variables such

as altitude, speed, weapons load and other factors. For

example, the A-6 Intruder aircraft has a maximum ferry range

at optimum altitude and speed of 4700 kilometers. That same

aircraft flying at operational speed and altitude with

maximum weapons load has a combat radius of only 1870

kilometers.4 Data criteria must be carefully checked to

ensure consistency. Variable factors such as these can be

used to explain some numerical differences that exist among

the various references.

A fourth factor is that the Soviet Union has

historically released very little information regarding

their own weapons capabilities. One observer reported that

the Soviet military leadership was so secretive during

disarmament negotiations, that Soviet diplomats "drew most

of their information about their own forces from Western

publications and not from the Soviet military

authorities."5 It was not until 1986 that the Soviets

admitted possessing chemical weapons although the U.S. was

aware of them for many years.6 Occasionally Western

intelligence and defense analysts must hypothesize based

upon incomplete information about Soviet military
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capabilities. This can easily lead to some honest

differences of opinion.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE PURPOSE AND CONTROVERSY OF "SOVIET MILITARY POWER"

The purpose of Soviet Military Power has been to

inform the public concerning the military capabilities of

the Soviet Union and the potential threat those capabilities

pose to the security of the United States. Soviet Military

Power has the potential to influence public opinion since

all information has by nature the ability to influence

others. Soviet Military Power advocates "an adequate

defense program" to defend "our vital interest against

Soviet aggression",l rather than a specific defense agenda.
There are no reconmmendations for readers to support any

specific weapons system for the U.S.

It supplies evidence for those who want to support a
strong national defense, and therein lies the major

controversy behind the document. Individuals and groups

hostile to increased U.S. military defense for various

motivations are most likely to be critical of the

information in Soviet Military Power.

The publication of Soviet Military Power began

because the Department of Defense wanted to provide a source

of information to the public that accurately portrayed the

power of the Soviet military. During the 1970's, there was

increasing concern about the balance of military power

28



between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. The growing military

strength of the Soviet Union was threatening the stability,

peace, and security of the free world. The overwhelming

nuclear superiority the U.S. enjoyed in the 1950's and early

1960's had vanished. The Soviets in the 1970's had more

nuclear missiles and vastly more megatons of explosives on

their missiles. The U.S. held the advantage in the number

of warheads and in missile accuracy, but the gap was

narrowing. The SALT Treaty of 1972 permitted the Soviets to

possess more missiles than the U.S. The U.S. believed it

could maintain its superiority in warheads because it was

more advanced in Multiple Independently-targeted Reentry

Vehicle (MIRV) technology. The Soviets subsequently

developed the capability to place MIRV's on their

missiles.
2

On July 1, 1970, several members of the Blue Ribbon

Defense Panel submitted a report to the President where they

expressed increasing concern with the "convergence of a

number of trends". 3 Their report indicated a shift in the

balance of strategic military power against the United

States. They concluded that

"if these observable trends continue the
United States will become a second-rate power
incapable of assuring tie future security and
freedom of its people."

Soviet leaders believed that a favcrable shift in

the balance of power was necessary to implement their

strategic goals. Pravda editorialized in 1974 that the
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